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EXECUTIVE SlM4ARY

Little has been written to help executive directors of nonprofit
organizations with one of the most Important parts of their job:
their Board of Directors.

working with

Previous studies show that board-related behaviors

are responsible for the difference between effective executives and their less
effective peers and that neither academic nor professional I iterature
adequately addresses the board/executive relationship.

Behavioral definitions

of a "good board" can be found In books written for board members, but no
definition could be found that reflected executives' opinions on what
behaviors they value most in the boards with which they must work.
This study developed a definition of a good board from the point of view
of 200 executive directors of health and human service organizations In the
San Francisco Bay Area.

The executives were first asked to· rank 25 board

behaviors as to their importance to the executive In his/her job performance.
These data were then analyzed, and the 12 top-scoring behaviors constituted
the good board definition.

This definition included the following:

1)

The board stays out of administration.

2)

The board president runs meeting effectively.

3)

The board understands its legal responsibil !ties.

4)

Board members review financial statements and ask for explanations.

5)

The board makes pol icy rather than rubber-stamping the executive's

suggestions.
6)

The board Is active In long range planning.

7)

Board members accept positions of leadership on the board.

8)

The board chooses new members with regard to the ski I Is and

connections they offer.

i

9)

Board members prepare for meetings by reading material sent them

before the meeting.
10)

The board promotes the organization in the community.

11)

The board evaluates the executive's performance annually.

12)

The board opens doors to possible funding sources.

This composite definition was Incorporated Into a second questionnaire
asking the same 200 executives to rate their boards on how often each of the
12 behaviors was actually true for them.

The executives were also asked for

Information about their board, their organization, and themselves.

Scores on

the good board scale were then correlated with demographic and situational
variables to determine which characteristics of the board, the organization,
and the executive were related to their board's effectiveness.
The following variables were found to have a significant positive
relationship to scores on the good board scale:

1) attendance at board

meetings; 2) number of years the executive had been a CEO in this job and
others; 3) amount of time the executive spent with the board president; 4)
number of members on the board; 5) number of active committees; 6) number of
women on the board; 7) number of middle Income members; 8) frequency of board
retreats; 9) the executive's service on a board him/herself.
It is concluded that executives can Improve board effectiveness by
considering an increase in the size of their board, Increasing the number of
active committees, working to increase attendance at board meetings, spending
more time with the board president, encouraging the board to hold frequent
retreats, serving on other boards themselves, and seeking the advice of more
experienced executives.

The findings also suggest that organizations reverse

the traditional dominance of men on nonprofit boards and refrain from seeking
members simply for wealth or social prominence.

ii

Further research Is recommended to test out the definition of a good
board on executive directors In other types of nonprofits and other geographic
areas.

Additional recommendations for further research Include studying how

board size is related to board effectiveness and exploring the dynamics of the
executive's relationship with the board president.
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A STUDY OF NONPROFIT BOARDS OF DIRECTORS
FROM THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFF ICER' S PO INT OF VIEW
I.

INTRODUCTION:

The Research Question

Problem Statement and Purpose of the Research
The relationship between the Board of Directors of a nonprofit
organization and its Executive Director is one of the key relationships in
nonprofit organization management.

The board is made up of volunteers who are

stewards of the organization's mission and resources.

One of their most

important functions is to hire and evaluate the executive.

The executive

must, therefore, answer to the board on everything from staff selection to
program execution to finanacial management.

In addition, the executive must

rely on the board to represent the organization in the community and to open
doors to funding sources.

If the executive's working relationship with the

board is somehow dysfunctional, the organization and its work usually suffer.
Yet there is I ittle in most executive directors' previous experience or
education that prepares them for working with a board.

Many executives come

to their jobs from program positions; that is, they have worked with staff and
clIents, but not with the board.

Many executives have degrees in a specific

discipline but not in nonprofit organization management; their educational
preparation rarely included discussion of how to work with a volunteer board.
Therefore, the initial experience in working with the board can be fraught
with pitfal Is for the inexperienced manager.
Professional I iterature in the field Is not much help.

Most of the

books written about boards of directors are written for board members,
instructing them in their roles and responsibilities, how to run their
meetings, how their committees should function, and so on.

While these

resources can help executives by giving them a model for how a board should

function, they do I ittle to enlighten executives on what they can do to foster
the development of an effective board.
From the professional I iterature and from various board training
programs, we can glean conventional wisdom about what makes a good board.
Among those qualities most often mentioned are the following:

the board makes

pol icy and stays out of administration, the board engages in strategic longrange planning, board members contribute money and help in soliciting funds,
the board formally evaluates the executive's performance, and so on.

However,

there is no I iterature on which of these many board behaviors are most
important to the executive in carrying out his/her job.

In other words, there

is no definition of a good board from the point of view of the executives
themselves.
The purpose of this research is to develop a definition of a good board
from the point of view of the executive director and to analyze a sample of
boards using this definition.

A second purpose is to identify factors which

are related to a high score on this scale.

If various attributes of board

members, of the organization, and of the executive can be found to be related
to a high score, then there should be concrete things the executive could do
to help develop and maintain an effective board.

Thus, the research is meant

to give guidance to executives about things they might try to help their board
be more useful and effective.
Related Literature

The importance of the executive's relationship with the board was
confirmed in a recent study by Herman and Heimovics (1987).

This study

measured the differences in behavioral ski I Is between a group of nonprofit
organization chief executive officers judged more effective by community
leaders and a comparison group of other nonprofit CEO's.
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The researchers

found that significant differences between the two groups were almost
exclusively concentrated in behaviors related to working with and through the
organization's board.

They suggest that the more effective CEO's used their

boards as strategic tools to mediate between their organization's internal and
external environments.
The scarcity of guidance for CEO's in working with their boards was
shown by Middleton (1983) in a survey of the available I iterature, both
academic and professional, on boards of directors.

She found that the

professional I iterature does not devote much attention to the relationship
between the board and top management of nonprofits but does recognize the
delicate balance which must exist between their roles and responsibilities.
Middleton also found that empirical studies of the executive-board relationship are almost nonexistent.
In a study of the committee structure of boards of directors of
nonprofit organizations, Miller (1985) showed that various parameters of
boards can influence organizational effectiveness.

Her findings noted that:

1) the executive director's span of control was related to the board having a
number of different types of committees; 2) boards with more standing
committees were more I ikely to have experienced improvements in adequancy of
funding, quality of services, reputation among other nonprofit organizations,
and image in the general community; 3) larger boards were significantly more
I ikely to have more standing committees; and 4) the professional background of
board members was related to the types of committees the board had.
MacLeod (1985) studied variations in board composition and activity in
human service organizations to understand how boards operate in practice as
wei I as how practice may or may not differ from what is recommended by
consultants and professional I iterature.
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His findings show the following

order of frequency among board activities. from the most participation to the
least:

long-term planning; determining and overseeing personnel policies;

short-term budget planning; determining and overseeing program policies;
working to improve the organization's image; financial advising; short-term
program planning; legal advising; fund raising; exercising political influence; and working to attract new clIents. members. or participants.
Macleod also asked executives to rate their boards on a seven-point
scale on six key functions:

helping plan for the future; holding wei 1-run

board meetings; providing the executive with encouragement and support.
keeping the executive aware of events in the environment; actively seeking out
information needed to carry out board responsibilities; helping the executive
make important decisions.

While over 50 per cent of the executives rated

their boards average or above on alI six factors. no attempt was made to find
out how important these factors actually were to the executives.
Writers of professional I iterature in the nonprofit field. some of whom
have been executive directors themselves. stress a variety of board roles as
important.

O'Connel I (1976) believes that the most important job a board does

is hire the executive director and do an annual review of his/her performance.
Conrad and Glenn {1983) I ist the most important board roles as pol icy
determination. resource development. sanction and I inkage in the community.
advocacy. and retention/support/evaluation of the CEO.
that boards have eight fundamental responsibilities:

Swanson (1984) states
seeing that the

organization achieves its stated purposes; making policies and plans; raising
and managing the organization's funds; employing the staff; supervising and
evaluating the performance of the executive director; appointing committees;
holding property; and leadership development.

These writers and other stress

that the executive's role is primarily to implement board pol icy and to give
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the board whatever Information and support it needs to fulfill its
responsibilities.

However, they give no guidance to executives in the two

areas where Herman and Heimovics found effective CEO's significantly more
ski I lful than other CEO's:

1) working with and through their boards, and 2)

using their boards as strategic tools to mediate between the organization's
internal and external environments.
Significance of the Research

The significance of the board/executive relationship is born out in the
I iterature above, but no study could be found that addressed the issue of
defining a good board from the point of view of the executive.

If managers

wish to build and maintain boards which wil I be helpful to them in doing their
jobs, it is of great importance to know what other executives feel are the
most important board behaviors.

It should also help to know what board,

organization, and executive attributes are related to boards' exhibiting these
behaviors, especially if the attributes can come under the executive's
influence or control.
This research adds to the scarce I iterature on boards and speaks
directly to executives, who have so far not been addressed in board
development materials.

It gives added information to consultants, trainers,

and teachers who work with executives to help them build and maintain
effective boards.

It also documents the need for further research on this

often-neglected aspect of nonprofit organization management.
II •

METHODOLOGY

Research Methods

This was a two-part study which sent two questionnaires to the same
sample of 200 nonprofit executive directors.

The first questionnaire I isted

25 behaviors of boards of directors commonly thought to be important by
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writers of professional I iterature.

Executives were asked to rate each of the

25 behaviors on a five-point scale designed to measure how Important each
behavior was to the executives in doing their jobs.

Scores on the first

questionnaire were tabulated, and the 12 behaviors that received the highest
scores became the definition of a good board.

(See Appendix A for a copy of

the first questionnaire.)
The results of that tabulation were incorporated Into a second
questionnaire, which was designed to analyze the boards of the same 200
organizations according to the newly created definition of a good board.
Executives were asked to indicate on a four-point scale how often their boards
actually engaged in each of the 12 behaviors.

They were also asked for data

on the composition of their boards, the attributes of their organizations, and
their own experience as executives.
"good

Their ratings of their boards on the

board" definition were tabulated and then correlated with the

descriptive data in a search for significant relationships.

(See Appendix B

for a copy of the second questionnaire.)
Both questionnaires were field tested on a group of executives who were
not part of the formal sample.

Changes and clarifications were made based on

their suggestions before the questionnaires were produced in their final form.
Sampling Procedure

This research was done with the cooperation and support of United Way of
the Bay Area, which provided the sampling frame.

One hundred United Way

agencies and 100 non-United Way agencies from the San Francisco Bay Area were
chosen at random from computerized United Way mailing I ists.

United Way

staff, following Instructions from the researcher, produced the sample on
mailing labels.

Two identical sets of labels were sent to the researcher for

the two mailings.
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The I ist of 100 non-United Way agencies turned out to Include a few
organizations that were not appropriate recipients of the questionnaires.
Most United Way agencies have executive staff and an active board; several of
the 100 non-United Way agencies were public agencies or smal I, volunteer-based
organizations with no executive director.
were removed from the I ist.

Such lnapproriate organizations

The final adjusted sample included 100 United Way

Agencies and 90 non-United Way agencies.
Distinguishing between United Way and non-United Way agencies allowed
analysis of any significant differences between the two groups in their
response to the questionnaires.

United Way has, in recent years, placed

strong emphasis on board development among its agencies.

If United Way

agencies scored higher on the good board scale developed from the first
questionnaire, one could hypothesize that United Way's efforts in board
development had resulted in better boards.

Distribution Procedure
The first questionnaire was mailed to the 100 United Way and 90 nonUnited Way agencies in March, 1988.

Included with the questionnaire was a

cover letter from Sheila Hit 1-Fajors, Associate Director of United Way of the
Bay Area, explaining the research and asking for cooperation from the
recipients.

Executives were assured of anonymity and were promised that a

synposis of the results would be mailed to them upon completion of the study.
No attempt was made to ascertain which agencies returned the questionnaire and
which did not, except to note whether each was a United Way agency or not.
After data from the first questionnaire were analyzed and incorporated
into the second questionnaire, that second questionnaire was mailed to the
same sample in May, 1988.

A cover letter from Sheila Hi I 1-Fajors again urged

executives to complete the questionnaire whether they had responded to the
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first one or not.

Anonymity was again respected, except for United Way

status.
Ill.

DATA ANALYSIS

Results of the First Questionnaire:

The Definition of a Good Board

The first questionnaire yielded 103 returns, 61 from United Way agencies
and 42 from non-United Way agencies.

This was a 54 per cent overal I return

rate, a 61 per cent return from the United Way group, and a 47 per cent return
from the non-United Way group.
Respondents indicated on the questionnaire how important each of 25
board behaviors were to their functioning as executive directors in their
agencies.

Each behavior was rated on a five-point scale from "not important

at alI" to "very important."

To create a definition of a good board from the

point of view of these 103 executives, the mean score on each of the 25
behaviors was calculated.

A complete I !sting of the results is contained in

Appendix C; below are only the 12 top-scoring behaviors which were used to
develop the second questionnaire.
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Table 1:

Twelve Top-Scoring Board Behaviors Resulting
In the Definition of a Good Board According to
Responding Executive Directors

Behavior

Mean Score
(Max. 5)

S.D.

The board actively promotes the organization
to the community.

4.731

.561

The board understands Its legal responsibil lties
as the governing body of the organization.

4.731

.507

The board president runs meetings in an
effective and efficient manner.

4.692

.504

The board takes an active part in long range
strategic planning for the organization.

4.621

.742

Board members are wil I ing to accept positions
of leadership on the board (officers, committee
chairs).

4.587

.617

The board chooses new members with regard to
the specific ski I Is and/or connections they
can offer.

4.569

.697

The board stays out of administration, which
is the executive's job.

4.569

.802

The board formally evaluates the executive's
performance annually.

4.558

.786

The board opens doors to possible funding
sources for staff to pursue.

4.553

.710

Board members prepare for meetings by reading
material sent to them before the meeting.

4.510

.724

The board actually makes pol icy for the
organization, rather than just rubber-stamping
what the executive suggests.

4.510

.836

Board members review financial statements
carefully and ask for explanations of anything
they don't understand.

4.481

.696
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In order to determine If any significant difference could be found
between the behaviors preferred by executives of United Way and non-United Way
agenicies, t-tests were done to compare the means of the two groups on alI
questions.

Significant differences at the .05 level were found for only three

behaviors, none of which was among the 12 top-scoring items which were
selected for the good board definition above.

The three behaviors for which

the United Way group had significantly higher means were the following:

1)

Every member of the board donates money personally to the organization; 2)
Each board member actively participates on at least one board committee; 3)
The board holds an annual retreat for problem-solving and planning.
Because there were only two-thirds as many respondents from the nonUnited Way agencies, means and t-tests on alI 25 behaviors were re-run after
weighting the data to equalize the size of the two groups.

This procedure

sf ightly reordered the 12 top-scoring behaviors but did not remove any from
the I ist.

Therefore, for all 12 behaviors included in the "good board"

definition, there was no significant difference between the United Way and
non-United Way groups.
Results of the Second Questionnaire:

Scores on the Good Board Scale

The second questionnaire presented the 12 behaviors in Table 1 above and
asked respondents to rate their boards on how often they actually engage in
that behavior.

The survey instrument used a 4-polnt scale, from "never or

almost never" to "always or almost always".
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The results are as follows:

Table 2:

Mean Scores of Respondents on the Good Board Scale

Behavior

Mean Score
(Max. 4)

S.D.

The board stays out of administration,
which Is the executive's job.

3.333

.725

The board president runs meetings In an
effective and efficient manner.

3.275

.693

The board understands Its legal responsibilities as the governing body of the
organization.

3.263

.742

Board members review financial statements
carefully and ask for explanations of
anything they don't understand.

2.963

.782

The board actually makes pol icy for the
organization, rather than rubber-stamping
what the executive suggests.

2.963

.787

The board takes an active part in long range
strategic planning for the organization.

2.938

.871

Board members are wll I ing to accept positions
of leadership on the board (officers, committee
chairs).

2.900

.773

The board chooses new members with regard to
the specific ski I Is and/or connections they
can offer.

2.888

.871

Board members prepare for meetings by reading
material sent to them before the meeting.

2.756

.668

The board actively promotes the organization
to the community.

2.716

.693

Thee board formally evaluates the executive's
performance annually.

2.556

1.183

The board opens doors to possible funding
sources for staff to pursue.

2.272

.895
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Table 2 shows that the mean score for all but one of the 12 measures was
higher than the midpoint of 2.5.

The boards of these organizations thus

averaged in the top half of the good board scale.
Results of the Second Questionnaire:

Description of the Sample

The second questionnaire was returned by 81 executives (43 per cent
return).

Forty-five executives were from United Way agencies, 35 from non-

United Way agencies, and one did not indicate his/her United Way status.
Besides rating their boards on the 12 behaviors of the good board scale,
executives responding to the second questionnaire were asked for descriptive
information about their board, their agency, and themselves.
Frequency distributions show that the boards in this sample tended to be
medium-sized (mean number of members=16), to have slightly more men than
women, to have the majority of members in the middle age range (40-59), to be
overwhelmingly Caucasian, and to have a majority of their membership in the
middle income range.
The agencies had an average number of five active committees.

Over 50

per cent had a Finance Committee, a Personnel Committee, a Fund Raising
Committee, a Program Committee, and a committee that screens prospects for
board membership.

Only 30 per cent had a Public Relations Committee, and 25

per cent had a Building and Grounds Committee.
Executives reported fairly good attendance at board meetings.

Two-

thirds said that their board meetings regularly had at least 75 per cent
attendance~

and the remaining one-third reported 50 to 75 per cent attendance.

Tables 3 and 4 below show the frequency of board retreats and orientation for
new board members.
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Table 3:

How Often Boards in the Sample Hold Retreats

Time Period

Number of Boards

Percentage

3
34
11
32

3.75
42.50
13.75
40.00

80

100.00

More than twice a year
Once or twice a year
Every other year
Never

*******************************************
Table 4:

How Often Boards in the Sample Do Orientation
for New Members

Time Period

Number of Boards

Every 6 months
Annua I I y
Every other year
Other

Percentage

4
48
11
14

5.2
62.3
14.3
18.2

77

100.0 .

*******************************************
These tables show that most agencies either hold no retreats (40%> or
hold retreats once or twice a year (43%).

The majority of agencies (68%> hold

new member orientations at least annually.
The executives were asked whether they feel their board members need
training In board roles and responsibilities, legal liabilities, and fund
raising.

Less than half (46%> felt their boards needed training In roles and

responsibil !ties, about one quarter (28%> felt they needed training in legal
I iabil !ties, and two thirds (67%> felt their boards needed training in fund
raising.

This latter finding Is interesting In I ight of the fact that fund

raising was not included in the 12 top-scoring behaviors these executives
chose on the first questionnaire.
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There was a wide range of diversity In the size and age of the
participating organizations.
to 135 years.
400.

Agencies had been in existance anywhere from 2

The number of ful I time CFTE> staff numbers ranged from 0 to

Almost half (48%> had annual budgets under $500,000, one quarter (24%>

had budgets from $1,000,000 to $5,000,000, and Jess than 10 per cent had
budgets over $5,000,000.
The majority of agencies (67%> serve primarily low income clIents.
Table 5 outlines the agencies' primary funding source.

(Primary Is defined as

any funding source that makes up 50 per cent or more of an agency's income.)
Table 5 also shows that nearly half of the sample (48%> have no one source
that gives them 50 per cent of their total income.

The relatively high

incidence of government-dependent agencies (27%> is reflective of the fact
that so many agencies serve low Income clIents; such services are regularly
funded by local, state, and federal governments.

Table 5:

Primary Funding Sources Cover

Funding Source

Government contracts
Fees
United Way
Grants (foundations, corporations)
Donations
Other
No source gives 50% or more

5~)

for the Sample

Number

Percentage

21
5
2
5
6
2
38

26.6
6.3
2.5
6.3
7.6
2.5
48. 1

79

100.0

******************************************
The executives had been in their current job for a average of seven
years, and they had been in the role of CEO (in this job and others) for an
average of nine years.

Slightly over one third of the executives (37%> had

CEO experience before starting their current job.
14

About one third (37%> have

a degree in business or management, three quarters (74%> had taken courses on
how to work with boards, and over three quarters (78%> had served on a board
themselves.
Tables 6, 7, 8, and 9 show the time spent on board matters and how
executives feel about the quality of the board and their working relationship
with the board.

Table 6:

Time Spent by the Executive Director with the
President of the Board

Amount of Time
0 to 5 times per month
6 to 10 times per month
11 to 16 times per month
Over 16 times per month

Number

Percentage

48
25
7
1

59.3
30.9
8.6
1.2

81

100.0

******************************************
Table 7:

Time Spent by the Executive Director on
Board-Related Activities

Amount of Time

Number

Percentage

Less than 10%
10% to 25%
25% to 50%
Over 50%

33
38
7
1

41.8
48. 1
8.9
1.3

79

100.0

******************************************
Table 8:

Executive Directors' Assessment of the Quality
of their Boards

Qual tty Measures
Genera I I y good
Good in some areas, some not good
Not very good
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Number

Percentage

39
38
4

48.1
46.9
4.9

81

100.0

Table 9:

Executive Directors' Assessment of the Quality
of their Working Relationship with their Board

Quality Measure

Number

Genera II y good
Part good, part not so good
Not very good

Percentage

66
14
1

81.5
17.3
1. 2

81

100.0

******************************************
From these tables, we can see that most executives spend less than 25
per cent of their time on board-related activities.

Almost 50 per cent feel

their board is generally good, and another 47 per cent feel it is good in some
areas, not so good in others.

Over three-quarters (81%> of the respondents

feel they have a generally good working relationship with their board.
Results of the Second Questionnaire:

Correlations

In order to determine whether scores on the good board scale were related
to the various board, agency, and executive characteristics, correlations were
run to compare total scores with all relevant variables.

Table 10 shows the

significant correlations:

Table 10:

Significant Coorelatlons Between Scores on the
Good Board Scale and Various Variables

Variable
Board meeting attendance
Number of years being a CEO
Time spent with president of the board
Number of members on the board
Number of middle income members
Number of active committees
Number of women on the board

Pearson's r

Significance

.47696
.28556
.26510
.22546
.25456
.20739
• 19942

.000
• 007
.010
.026
.014
• 036
.044

(Pearson's r correlations significant at .05 or better)

******************************************
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Using Kendall's tau for rank ordered data revealed a significant
correlation between scores on the good board scale and three variables:

1)

frequency of board retreats; 2) CEO's rating of board qual lty, and 3) CEO's
rating of his/her working relationship with the board.
Using t-tests, a significant positive relationship was found between a
high "good board" score and four characteristics:

I ) the board has a

personnel committee; 2) the executive does not bel leve the board needs
training In roles and responsibil !ties; 3) the executive does not believe the
board needs training in legal I iabil ities; 4) the executive has served on a
board of directors him/herself.
There was no significant relationship between scores on the good board
scale and the following variables:

age of board members, previous experience

of board members, terms of members, frequency of orientation, age of the
organization, budget size, number of staff, income level of clIents, funding
source, fund raising methods, number of years the executive had been in
his/her current job, executive training, or time spent on board-related
matters.

There was also no significant difference in the scores of United Way

and non-United Way agencies.
Correlations were also run for several of the factors In Table 10 to see
if they were related to each other and/or to the other variables.

The

following relationships emerged:
*Meeting attendance was found to have a significant positive
correlation with the frequency of board retreats and a negative
correlation with the number of men serving on the board.
*The time spent by the CEO with the board president was positively
correlated with the CEO's measurement of the quality of the board and
the quality of his/her working relationship with the board.
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*The number of members on the board was positively correlated with the
frequency of board retreats. the number of active committees. the
amount of time the executive spends with the board president. and the
amount of time he/she spends on all board-related activities.
* Number of board members had a positive correlation with budget size.
staff size. and age of the organization.
*Boards having a Personnel Committee had a significantly higher mean
number of members than those without a Personnel Committee.
Internal consistency in the answers given by the respondents is shown by
the positive correlation between board scale scores and the executives' rating
of the quality of their board and of their working relationship with the
board.

Further consistency is shown by the tact that executives who believe

their board needs training In roles. responsibilities. and legal I lab! I ities
had significantly lower scores on the good board scale than those who do not
believe their board needs such training.
IV.

CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this research was to create and analyze a definition of a
good board from the point of view of the executive director.

The results

provide executive directors with some ideas about what they can do to have a
board that wil I better meet their needs.

A number of findings deserve special

mention.
First. these executives seem to embrace the board/staff partnership
model put forth as the ideal by writers of professional I iterature such as
O'Connell (1976). Conrad and Glen (1983). and Swanson (1984).

The good board

scale shows that executives want their boards to be actively Involved In
pol icy-making and planning. to prepare tor meetings and run them efficiently.
to understand their roles. and to provide a I inkage with sources of support In
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the community.

These executives do not want rubber-stamp boards or boards

that are simply social clubs.

They are not only wil I ing but anxious to be

held accountable by the board, as shown by the importance they place on the
board's formal evaluation of their performance.

They want board members

chosen according to the ski I Is and connections the agency needs, and they want
people wll I lng to accept leadership roles.

It Is clear these executives want

their boards to be active participants in running the agency, not just wei 1lntentloned but ineffective do-gooders.
Second, executives In this sample did not feel that the board's role in
fund raising is primary.

In the first questionnaire, the executives rated

only one fund raising behavior (opening doors for staff to pursue funds) among
the top 12.

The other two fund raising behaviors (donating money personally

and actively participating in sol !citation) were not highly rated.

In fact,

donating money personally to the organization received the lowest score of alI
25 behaviors on the first questionnaire (see Appendix C).
AI I this is surprising in I ight of the fact that boards in general are
being asked to do more and more fund raising and that many executives whom the
researcher knows very much want their boards to be involved In this area.
Perhaps the executives in this sample are not desperate for funds, or perhaps
they are comfortable with staff doing most of the fund raising.
Third, several correlations suggest that larger boards function more
effectively from the point of view of the executive.

Larger boards are

related to a high score on the good board scale and to four other variables
correlated with that score:

number of active committees, frequency of

retreats, amount of time spent with the board president, and existence of a
Personnel Committee.
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Professional I iterature Is mixed In its advice on board size.

For

example, authorities have suggested that a college board should have from 7 to
12 members, a school board should have from 5 to 9, and a hospital board
should have from 7 to 15 (Houle, 1960).

Swanson (1984) bel !eves that smal I

working boards which do not make habitual use of an executive committee are
preferable to larger boards.

On the other hand, Weber (1975) suggests that

board size should fal I into the 30 to 36 range.

The findings of this study

are more consistent with Weber's advice.
Fourth, the relationship between an active committee structure and board
effectiveness is consistent with professional I iterature, which stresses the
importance of committees to the functioning of the board.

For example, Conrad

and Glenn (1984, p. 62) state that "the effectiveness of the board is measured
by its committees, not the board itself; for it is at the committee level that
a board will succeed or fail."

The finding is also consistent with the

research of Miller (1985), who found that boards with more standing committees
were more I ikely to have experienced improvements in adequacy of funding,
quality of services, and reputation.

Miller also found that the executive

director's span of control was related to the range of board committees and
that larger boards had more standing committees.
Fifth, the fact that frequency of retreats Is related to a high board
score is interesting in I ight of two facts:

1) the executives rated board

retreats next to last among the 25 board behaviors on the first questionnaire
(see Appendix C>; and 2) 40 per cent of the boards In the sample do not hold
retreats at all.

This study suggests that retreats are more Important than

these executives think they are.

Frequency of retreats was also related to

increased attendance at board meetings.

This study confirms the Importance

that professional I tterature places on retreats In building comaraderie and
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commitment and In providing a forum for long-range strategic planning and
problem-solving.
Sixth, there were significant correlations between the good board scores
and the number of women and middle Income board members.

Though the

relationship Is not strong enough to Insist that boards immediately recruit
more women than men, the finding underscores the Importance of a balanced
board and argues against the traditional dominance of men on nonprofit boards.
Further, since board attendance was negatively correlated with the number of
men on the board, recruiting more women might Improve attendance as wei 1.
The importance of middle income members is interesting since popular
wisdom suggests that the most successful boards have high Income, socially
prominent members.

However, this conventional wisdom relates mostly to

successful fund raising.

Since the executives responding to the first

questionnaire did not feel that donating or sol !citing money were among their
top priorities for their boards, the finding that middle Income members were
related to good board scores Is not surprising.

This finding clearly argues

against pursing prospective board members solely for their wealth or social
standing.
Seventh, experienced executives rated their boards higher than those
with less experience.
higher-scoring boards.

Those who had served on a board themselves also had
These findings suggest that executives might do wei I

to ask more experienced CEO's tor advice on relating to their boards.

They

might also seek membership on other boards to gain experience and empathy for
the board member role.
Finally, the amount of time the CEO spends with the board president is
significantly related to a high board score.

The president appears to be the

key board member from the executive's point of view since there was no
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significant correlation between board scores and the amount of time the
executive spent on all board-related matters.

The amount of time spent with

the president was also significantly correlated with the executive's rating of
the quality of the board and of his/her working relationship with the board;
thus executives should look carefully at the time and energy they put Into
their relationship with their board president.
Board development I lterature stresses the Importance of the partnership
between the board president and the executive director, and this study
confirms the crucial nature of that relationship.

The Importance of time

spent with the president Is also consistent with the work of Herman and
Heimovics (1987), who found that the only significant differences between
effective executives and a control group were in board-related behaviors.
This study, as wei I as previous work, suggest that time spent by the executive
with the board, and especially with Its president, Is time wei I spent.
V.

POLICY ANJ RESEARCH IMPLICATIONS

This study developed a definition of a good board from the point of view
of the executive directors of 200 health and human service agencies in the San
Francisco Bay Area.

Because there could be regional differences as wei I as

differences between types of agencies, further research to test out this
definition among nonprofit executives In other fields (education, the arts,
etc.) and in other geographic areas would add greatly to our knowledge of what
board behaviors are most Important to executives throughout the nonprofit
world.
Further exploration could be done on the factors related to a high score
on the good board scale developed by this study.

For Instance, the

relationship of board size and board effectiveness needs elaboration.

This

study suggests that a larger board Is more effective from the executive's
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point of view, but no specific number of board members can be inferred.

Since

the I iterature is not consistent in Its analysts of the optimum size of a
board, further research which systematically addresses this question Is
needed.
Another area deserving further analysis is board attendance; this
variable had the highest positive correlation with good board scores.

No

study has been done to analyze factors related to members' attendance at
meetings. and dimensions of this behavior would be extremely useful to both
boards and executives.

Popular wisdom suggests some ways to increase

attendance at board meetings:

reschedule meetings If they are Inconvenient

for current board members, enforce a pol icy of removing board members for
nonattendance. give meetings a social as wei 1 as business component, and
increase member participation in meetings.

Testing this popular wisdom in a

controlled research setting would be very valuable.
The relationship between the executive director and the board president
is also of particular Interest for further research.

While this study showed

that the amount of time the executive spends with the president Is clearly
related to the qual lty of the board. specifics of how that time should be
spent for maximum effectiveness would be very helpful to executives.

Studies

focusing on successful board presidents and successful executive/president
partnerships would also be valuable.
For providers of board training such as United Way, this study gives
some guidance on what factors and relationships to Include in preparing
executives to work with boards.

The key relationship between the executive

and the board president should be addressed in training.

In addition. this

study suggests that training should urge boards to enlarge their membership,
choose women and middle income members, Increase attendance at meetings, have
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an active committee system (including a Personnel Committee), and hold
frequent retreats.

VI.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS
Recommendations to executive directors based on this study Include the

following:
*consider Increasing the size of the board
* work to increase attendance at board meetings
* hold frequent board retreats
* spend more time with the board president
* seek the advice of more experienced executives In
board-related matters
* serve on the board of other agencies to gain experience
and empathy
In addition, it is recommended that agencies reverse the traditional dominance
of men on boards and refrain from recruiting members simply for wealth or
social prominence.
Recommendations for further research include the following:
* test the definition of a good board developed by this study on
executives In fields other than health and human service and In areas
other than the San Francisco Bay Area
* study the relationship of board size and board effectiveness
*study the factors related to Increased attendance at board meetings
* explore the relationship of the executive director and the board
president
In general, more research should be done to study the relationship of
the executive director to the board, and more professional I lterature should
be written to help the executive function In this Important area.
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The study

by Herman and Heimovics (1987) showed that board-related behaviors make a
crucial difference In the effectiveness of the executive.

Yet Middleton

(1983) found that professional I lterature does not devote much attention to
the relationship between the board and top management of nonproftts and that
empirical studies of the executive-board relationship are almost nonexistent.
Because most managers of nonprofit organizations come to their executive
role from a program position, they have learned I tttle about boards in their
professional education.

Schools of social work, nursing, and other pro-

fessional fields seldom have courses that discuss how to work with volunteer
boards (or with any kind of volunteers, for that matter).

Often executives

who come from a program background did not have much exposure to the board in
their previous work experience either, since In most agencies only the
executive director works with the board.

Therefore, many new executive

directors are unprepared for the amount of time they must spend with the board
and totally lost as to the actions they could take to Increase their board's
effectiveness.

Often they complain about the board without realizing that

there are things they could do to Improve the situation.
These facts plus the dearth of both academic and professional literature
addressing the board/executive relationship speak to the need for more
professional training of both current and potential nonprofit executives In
board-related matters.

This study Is a step In the direction of providing

more of that training from a research base.

It is hoped that future studies

wll I continue this trend so that this crucial aspect of the executive's job
wll I become better understood and more successfully practiced.
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Appendix A:
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICERS OF NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS
REGARDING ACTIONS MD BEHAVIORS OF BOARDS OF DIRECTORS

The following are various actions or behaviors of Boards of Directors of
nonprofit organizations which professional I iterature commonly attributes to a
"good board." Please rate each behavior on a scale of 1 to 5 ("not important
to me at al 111 to "very Important to me"). Base your answers on how Important
each behavior actually Is or would be to your day-to-day functioning In your
position as chief executive officer of your organization. In other words, you
should label any behavior "important" that is Important to you even If your
board Is not currently exhibiting that behavior. Please Indicate your answers
by clrcl lng the correct number under each statement.
1.

The board actually makes pol icy for the organization, rather than rubberstamping what the executive suggests.
Not important
to me at all

Not very
important
to me
2

2.

Not very
Important
to me
2

4

Very
Important
to me
5

Neither important
nor unimportant
to me
3

Of some
importance
to me
4

Very
important
to me
5

The board formally evaluates the executive's performance annually.
Not important
to me at all

Not very
important
to me
2

4.

3

Of some
Importance
to me

The board participates actively with the executive in the budget-making
process.
Not important
to me at all

3.

Neither important
nor unimportant
to me

Neither Important
nor unimportant
to me
3

Of some
Importance
to me
4

Very
important
to me
5

The board stays out of administration, which is the executive's job.
Not Important
to me at all

Not very
Important
to me
2

Neither Important
nor unimportant
to me
3
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Of some
Importance
to me
4

Very
Important
to me
5

5.

Each member of the board donates money personally to the organization.
Not important
to me at all

Not very
Important
to me
2

6.

Not very
important
to me
2

Not very
important
to me
2

Not very
important
to me
2

Neither important
nor unimportant
to me
3

Of some
importance
to me
4

Very
important
to me
5

Neither important
nor unimportant
to me
3

Of some
importance
to me
4

Very
important
to me
5

Neither Important
nor unimportant
to me
3

Of some
importance
to me
4

Very
Important
to me
5

The board actively promotes the organization to the community.
Not important
to me at all

Not very
Important
to me
2

10.

5

The board participates actively in sol !citation of funds from foundations, corporations, and Individuals.
Not important
to me at a II

9.

4

Very
important
to me

The board opens doors to possible funding sources for staff to pursue.
Not important
to me at all

8.

3

Of some
Importance
to me

Each board member actively participates on at least one board committee.
Not important
to me at alI

7.

Neither important
nor unimportant
to me

Neither important
nor unimportant
to me
3

Of some
importance
to me
4

Very
important
to me
5

The board president works with the executive to set meeting agendas.
Not important
to me at all

Not very
important
to me
2

Neither Important
nor unimportant
to me
3
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Of some
Importance
to me
4

Very
important
to me
5

11.

The board president runs meetings In an effective and efficient manner.
Not important
to me at all

Not very
Important
to me
2

12.

Not very
Important
to me
2

Not very
Important
to me
2

5

Neither important
nor unimportant
to me
3

Of some
importance
to me
4

Very
important
to me
5

Neither important
nor unimportant
to me
3

Of some
importance
to me
4

Very
Important
to me
5

Board members provide continuity by staying on the board for at least two
terms.
Not important
to me at a II

Not very
important
to me
2

15.

4

Very
Important
to me

Board members review financial statements carefully and ask for
explanations of anything they don't understand.
Not important
to me at a II

14.

3

Of some
importance
to me

Board members prepare for meetings by reading material sent to them
before the meeting.
Not important
to me at all

13.

Neither Important
nor unimportant
to me

Neither important
nor unimportant
to me
3

Of some
importance
to me
4

Very
Important
to me
5

Board members are wil I ing to accept positions of leadership on the board
(officers, committee chairs).
Not important
to me at all

Not very
Important
to me
2

Neither important
nor unimportant
to. me
3
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Of some
Importance
to me
4

Very
important
to me
5

16.

The board chooses new members with regard to the specfic ski I Is and/or
connections they can offer.
Not important
to me at all

Not very
Important
to me
2

17.

Not very
important
to me
2

Not very
important
to me
2

5

Neither important
nor unimportant
to me
3

Of some
importance
to me
4

Very
important
to me
5

Neither important
nor unimportant
to me
3

Of some
importance
to me
4

Very
important
to me
5

The board holds an annual retreat for problem-solving, planning, and so
on.
Not important
to me at all

Not very
important
to me
2

20.

4

Very
Important
to me

The board takes an active part in long range strategic planning for the
organization.
Not important
to me at a II

19.

3

Of some
importance
to me

Board members are available between board meetings when the executive
needs to confer with them.
Not important
to me at all

18.

Neither important
nor unimportant
to me

Neither important
nor unimportant
to me
3

Of some
importance
to me
4

Very
Important
to me
5

The board takes an active part in setting goals and objectives for the
organization and evaluates progress toward them.
Not important
to me at all

Not very
Important
to me
2

Neither important
nor unimportant
to me
3
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Of some
Importance
to me
4

Very
important
to me
5

21.

Board members visit the facll ltles where the organization del Ivers
services to clIents or customers.
Not important
to me at all

Not very
important
to me
2

22.

Not very
Important
to me
2

Not very
important
to me
2

5

Neither important
nor unimportant
to me
3

Of some
importance
to me

Very
important
to me

4

5

Neither important
nor unimportant
to me
3

Of some
importance
to me

Very
important
to me

4

5

Board members have an understanding of nonprofit organization
management.
Not Important
to me at all

Not very
Important
to me
2

25.

4

The executive Is Informed ahead of time when board members formally
represent the organization in the community.
Not important
to me at all

24.

3

Very
Important
to me

The board represents and/or advocates for the interests of the
organization's clientele.
Not Important
to me at all

23.

Neither important Of some
nor unimportant
Importance
to me
to me

Neither important
nor unimportant
to me
3

Of some
importance
to me
4

Very
important
to me
5

The board understands its legal responslbil ittes as the governing body of
the organization.
Not important
to me at all

Not very
important
to me
2

Neither important
nor unimportant
to me
3
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Of some
Importance
to me
4

Very
Important
to me
5

APPEN>IX 8
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR au EF EXECUT IYE OFFICERS OF NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS
REGARDING THEIR BOARDS OF DIRECTORS

Directions: The following twelve behaviors of boards of directors of
nonprofit organizations had the highest scores in ratings by over 100
executive directors who were asked to indicate which board behaviors were the
most Important to them in their jobs. Please circle the numbers following
each one to indicate how regularly your current board actually engages in each
behavior.
1.

The board actually makes pol Icy for the organization, rather than rubberstamping what the executive suggests.
Never or
almost never
true of my
board

Sometimes but
generally not
true of my
board

Genera II y
true of my
board
3

2

2.

Sometimes but
generally not
true of my
board

General I y
true of my
board
3

2

Always or
almost always
true of my
board
4

The board stays out of administration, which is the executive's job.
Never or
almost never
true of my
board

Sometimes but
generally not
true of my
board

General I y
true of my
board
3

2

4.

4

The board formally evaluates the executive's performance annually.
Never or
almost never
true of my
board

3.

Always or
almost always
true of my
board

Always or
almost always
true of my
board
4

The board opens doors to possible funding sources for staff to pursue.
Never or
almost never
true of my
board

Sometimes but
generally not
true of my
board

General I y
true of my
board
3

2
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Always or
almost always
true of my
board
4

5.

The board actively promotes the organization to the community.
Never or
almost never
true of my
board

Sometimes but
generally not
true of my
board

Genera II y
true of my
board

2

6.

3

Sometimes but
generally not
true of my
board

Genera II y
true of my
board

2

3

Sometimes but
genera I I y not
true of my
board

Generally
true of my
board
3

2

4

Always or
almost always
true of my
board
4

Board members review financial statements carefully and ask for
explanations of anything they don't understand.
Never or
almost never
true of my
board

Sometimes but
generally not
true of my
board

General I y
true of my
board
3

2

9.

Always or
almost always
true of my
board

Board members prepare for meetings by reading material sent to them
before the meeting.
Never or
almost never
true of my
board

8.

4

The board president runs meetings in an effective and efficient manner.
Never or
almost never
true of my
board

7.

Always or
almost always
true of my
board

Always or
almost always
true of my
board
4

Board members are wil I ing to accept positions of leadership on the board
(officers, committee chairs).
Never or
almost never
true of my
board

Sometimes but
genera I I y not
true of my
board

General I y
true of my
board
3

2
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Always or
almost always
true of my
board
4

10.

The board chooses new members with regard to the specific skills and/or
connections they can offer.
Never or
almost never
true of my
board

Sometimes but
generally not
true of my
board

Genera II y
true of my
board

2

11.

3

4

The board takes an active part In long range strategic planning for the
organization.
Never or
almost never
true of my
board

Sometimes but
generally not
true of my
board

Genera II y
true of my
board
3

2

12.

Always or
almost always
true of my
board

Always or
almost always
true of my
board
4

The board understands its legal responsibilities as the governing body of
the organization.
Never or
almost never
true of my
board

Sometimes but
generally not
true of my
board

Generally
true of my
board
3

2

Always or
almost always
true of my
board
4

Directions: Please answer the following questions about your board, your
organization and yourself. If you are't sure about the answer to any
question, please give your best estimate.
Board composition:

Number of members now serving on the board ______
Number of men now

serving~-----

Number of women now

servln~g

_____

Approximate number of board members in the following age groups:
20 to 39 years old
40 to 59 years old
60 or over
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Approximate number of board members in the following racial/ethnic
groups:
Caucasian
Black
Native American

Hispanic
Asian
Other_________________

Please give a rough estimate of the number of board members in the
following economic groups:
Low or lower middle income (less than $25,000/year)
Middle income ($25,000 to $75,000/year)
Upper middle or upper income (over $75,000/year)
Approximate number of board members who were Involved In your
organization as volunteers, staff, or clIents before joining the board
Approximate number of members for whom service on your board is their
first board experience._________
Approximate number of members now serving their:
first term on the board, _____________
second term on the board ----------third or higher term--------------How many active committees does your board have? ________
Please check if your board has the following active committees:
(Check if function is the same even if title differs)
Finance Committee
Fund Raising/Development
Personnel
Program Services Committee
______ Publ lc Relations
___ Bu i I dIng & Grounds
Others: ___________________________________________

Does your board have a committee that screens prospects for board
membership?
yes
no
If yes, does that committee meet:
year round on a regular basis
only when there are vacancies on the board
______ other__________________________________
Rate the attendance of your board members at meetings:
most meetings have over 75% of the members In attendance
most meetings have between 50% and 75% in attendance
most meetings have less than 50% In attendance
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Do you feel your board needs training In any of the following areas?
(Check alI that apply)
board roles and responsibilities
legal I labilities of board service
fund raising
other ------------------------------How often does your board hold retreats and/or training sessions outside
of regular board meetings?
______ never or very Infrequently
every other year
once or twice a year
more than twice a year
How often, due to turnover of membership, does your board need an
orientation to the roles and responsibil itles of board members?:
______ every 6 months
annually

every other year
other__________________

Information about the agency:

Is your organization a United Way Agency? _____ yes _____ no
Number of years the agency has been in existence----------Size of organizational budget:
$1,000,001 to $5,000,000
$5,000,001 to $10,000,000
over $10,000,000

under $100,000
_____ $100,001 to $500,000
$500,001 to $1,000,000

Number of ful I time (or ful I time equivalent) staff employed by the
agency ________
Does the agency serve mostly lower income clIents or patients?
yes

no

______ not sure

Primary funding source (check if you get
any one of the following:

5~

or more of your income from

______ government (federal, state, local) contracts
_____ cl lent or patient fees
United Way
______ grants from foundations and/or corporations
_____ donations from Individuals and/or community groups
fund raising events
_____ other ------------------~-------------no funding source gives 50% or more
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Check below If your organization engages In any of the following fund
raising methods (check as many as apply):
___ mal I solicitation to Individuals
____ personal (face-to-face) sol !citation of individuals
proposals to corporations and/or foundations
fund raising events
Information about you. the Executive Director or CEO:
Number of years you have been In this job---------Number of years you have been an Executive Director or CEO in this and
other jobs -------Do you have a college degree in business or management?
_ _ yes _ _ no
Have you taken courses or workshops in how to work with boards?
_ _ yes _ _ no
Have you served as a member of a board of directors yourself?
_ _ yes _ _ no
Approximately how often each month do you meet with and/or talk to the
president of your board regarding board or agency-related matters? (This
is outside of time spent in board or committee meetings.)
none to five times each month (once a week or less)
six to ten times each month (about twice a week)
___ eleven to sixteen times each month (three to four times a week)
____ over sixteen times each month (four or more times a week)
Approximate how much of your time as Executive Director or CEO is spent
on board-related matters, including meetings with the board or individual
directors? Please estimate as well as you can:
Less than 10% of my time
10% to 25% of my time
between one quarter and one half of my time
___ over half my time
How would you rate the quality of your board?
______ generally a good board
______ good in some areas, not so good in others
not a very good board
How would you rate your working relationship with the board?
generally a good working relationship
an "okay" working relationship--part good, part not so good
not a very good working relationship
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Appendix C

Results of the First Questionnaire Regarding the Importance of
Various Board Behaviors to Responding Executive Directors
Behavior

Mean Score
(Max. 5)

S.D.

The board actively promotes the organization
to the community.

4.731

.561

The board understands Its legal responsibil itles
as the governing body of the organization.

4.731

.507

The board president runs meetings In an
effective and efficient manner.

4.692

.504

The board takes an active part in long range
strategic planning for the organization.

4.621

.742

Board members are wil I ing to accept positions
of leadership on the board (officers. committee
chairs).

4.587

.617

The board chooses new members with regard to
the specific skills and/or connections they
can offer.

4.569

.697

The board stays out of administration. which
is the executive's job.

4.569

.802

The board formally evaluates the executive's
performance annually.

4.558

.786

The board opens doors to possible funding
sources for staff to pursue.

4.553

.710

Board members prepare for meetings by reading
material sent to them before the meeting.

4.510

.724

The board actually makes pol icy for the
organization. rather than just rubber-stamping
what the executive suggests.

4.510

.836

Board members review financial statements
carefully and ask for explanations of anything
they don't understand.

4.481

.696

Each board member actively participates on at
least one board committee

4.476

.827
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Behavior

Mean Score
(Max. 5)

S.D.

The board takes an active part in setting goals
and objectives for the organization and evaluates
progress toward them

4.476

.815

Board members are available between board
meetings when the executive needs to confer
with them

4.466

.683

The board participates actively in the sol teltatlon of funds from foundations, corporations,
and individuals

4.417

.902

Board members have an understanding of nonprofit
management.

4.413

.705

Board members provide continuity by staying on
the board for at least two terms.

4.356

.667

Board members visit the facilities where the
organization del Ivers services to clIents or
customers

4.320

.843

The board president works with the executive
to set meeting agendas

4.308

.871

The board participates actively with the
executive in the budget-making process.

4.288

.942

The board represents and/or advocates for the
interests of the organization's clientele.

4.243

1.014

The executive is Informed ahead of time when
board members formally represent the organization
in the community.

4.240

.898

The board holds an annual retreat for problemsolving, planning, and so on.

3.874

1.234

Each member of the board donates money
personally to the organization.

3.721

1.397
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Appendix D

Characteristics of the Boards and Board Members
of the 81 Nonprofit Agencies Responding to the Questionnaire
Board Characteristic

Number of members
Number of men
Number of women
Number age 20 to 39
Number age 40 to 59
Number age 60 and over
Number Caucasian
Number Black
Number Native American
Number Hispanic
Number Asian
Number lower or
lower middle income
Number middle income
Number upper middle
upper Income

*

Mean

Median

Mode

16
9
7
5
9
3
13
1
·1
1
2

12
7
7
3
7
1
11
0
0
0
0
1

12
5
5
0
6
0
9
0
0
0
0
0

10
4

9
2

6
0

*

Range

3
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to

68
63
19
19
43
20
57
9
12
13
21
12

0 to 30
0 to 53

less than 1
to me
2

to me

to me
3
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4

to me
5

